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DETAILED ACTION 
Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

1. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

2. Claims 25 and 26 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Orimo 
et al., U.S. Patent Number 5,630,135 (herein referred to as Orimo) in view of Charles et al., US 
Patent 5,790,842 (herein referred to as Charles). 

3. The rejections to claims 25 and 26 are respectfully maintained and incorporated by 
reference as set forth in the last office action, mailed on July 26, 2005. 

4. Claims 1-24 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Orimo et al., 
U.S. Patent Number 5,630,135 (herein referred to as Orimo) in view of 
http://foldoc.doc.ic. ac.uk/foldoc/foldoc. cgi?querv=image (herein referred to as FOLDOC), and 
Charles et al., US Patent 5,790,842 (herein referred to as Charles). 

5. The rejections to claims 1-6 and 8-24 are respectfully maintained and incorporated by 
reference as set forth in the last office action, mailed on July 26, 2005. 

6. Referring to claim 7, Orimo has taught the data processing system according to claim 6, 
as described above, and wherein said second controller rewrites said state information 
corresponding to said data to be processed in order to remove a part of said series of processing 
functions, if it is determined that said data to be processed has a prescribed attribute (column 11, 
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lines 2-20, abstract, Based on the attribute information, instructions are selected to be removed 
from the network and processed.). 

Response to Arguments 

7. AppHcant's arguments with respect to claim 7 have been considered but are moot in view 
of the new ground(s) of rejection. 

8. Applicant's arguments filed October 25, 2005 have been fully considered but they are not 
persuasive. 

9. On page 14, Applicant argues in essence: 

"Nothing in Orimo et al shows, teaches or suggests a first processor which executes 
processing on data and a second image processor which executes processing on data that 
was subjected to the first processing as claimed in claims 25 and 26. " 
However based on this argument and several other related arguments appearing in the 
remarks section, it appears that Applicant may have confused the newly applied rejection 
to the claims with the old rejection applied to the claims with respect to the Orimo 
reference, hi the newly applied rejection, Orimo has in fact taught a first processor which 
executes processing on data and a second image processor which executes processing on 
data that was subjected to the first processing as claimed in claims 25 and 26. Column 2, 
lines 4-7 state that at least two first processors execute multiple-version programs, which 
perform the same function. Any of the first processors described by Orimo is equivalent 
to the claimed first processor of the instant application, also see the abstract and column 
11, lines 4-6. The first processor of Orimo executes the data and outputs execution 
results via a transmitted message to the network, see column 1 1, lines 7-12, abstract. 
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column 2, lines 6-15. A second processor described by Orimo, which it the claimed 
second processor of the instant application, receives a message containing the executed 
result and subsequently executes on the executed result data, see column 2, lines 9-16, 
abstract, column 11, lines 18-20. Therefore Orimo has in fact taught a first processor 
which executes processing on data (Column 2, lines 4-7, abstract and column 11, lines 4- 
6) and a second image processor which executes processing on data that was subjected to 
the first processing (column 2, lines 9-16, abstract, column 11, lines 18-20) as claimed in 
claims 25 and 26. Therefore this argument is moot. 

10. The arguments appearing on page 14, line 12-page 15, Une 5 are moot in view of the 
argument above. 

11. On pages 15 and 16, Applicant argues in essence: 

''Nothing in Orimo et al shows, teaches or suggests first and second processings are 
asynchronously executed as claimed in claims 25 and 26. Rather Orimo et al clearly 
teaches away fi^om the claimed invention since the processors 11-13 are executed in 
parallel " 

However, while it may be true that some processings in elements 11-13 may be executed 
in parallel, that is irrelevant. As explained above, data is processed and executed in a 
first processor and the executed results are sent to the network via a message. A second 
processor receives the executed result data and fiirther processes and executes the 
executed result data. In, Orimo the processors only rely on completion of a processing by 
the previous processor, not a clock signal, to determine when to execute the next 
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processing (Orimo, column 2, lines 9-16). Therefore Orimo has in fact taught first and 
second processings are asynchronously executed. Therefore this argument is moot. 

12. On page 15, Applicant argues in essence: 

"Nothing in Charles et al shows, teaches or suggests first and second processors as 
claimed in claims 25 and 26. " 

However, Charles has not been cited for teaching the claimed first and second processors. 
Orimo has been cited for teaching the claimed first and second processors, see page 2, 
paragraph 4 of the last office action. Instead Charles has been cited for teaching image 
data processors sharing a common memory, see page 3, paragraph 4d of the last office 
action. Therefore this argument is moot. 

13. On page 16, Applicant argues in essence: 

"Nothingin Orimo et al shows, teaches or suggests that each processor executes a 
processing fidnction different fi-om one another as claimed in claims 1 and 11. Rather, 
Orimo et al merely discloses executing different versions of the same program (i.e., same 
processing fidnctions) " 

Applicant is correct in that Orimo discloses executing different versions of the same 
program. However Orimo has taught that the first processors execute multiple versions of 
the same program, whereas the second processor executes a different processing on the 
resuh data from one of the first processors (see abstract, column 2, lines 1-25, column 11, 
lines 2-20, specifically see, column 11, lines 18-20). Therefore this argimient is moot. 
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Conclusion 

14. Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in this 
Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP § 706.07(a). 
Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

15. A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS fi"om the mailing date of this action. Li the event a first reply is filed within TWO 
MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after 
the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period 
will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 

CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated fi'om the mailing date of the advisory action, ha no event, 
however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS fi"om the date of this 
final action. 

16. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications fi-om the 
examiner should be directed to Tonia L. Meonske whose telephone number is (571) 272-4170. 
The examiner can normally be reached on Monday-Friday, with every other Friday off 

17. If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are imsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Kim Huynh can be reached on (571) 272-4147. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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18. Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
AppHcation Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the.Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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